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of  many  salient  individual  dependent  variables;  (c)  Is  predicted  on 
developmental  experience,  and  frequently  Involves  conflicting  orientations 
generated  by  the  preservation  of  valued  and  familiar  schemas,  on  one  hand, 
and  openness  to  change  In  the  Interest  of  achieving  adaptive  and  functional 
person-environment  fits,  on  the  other;  and  (d)  Is  related  reciprocally  to 
memory,  affect,  and  behavior  In  a causal  model  which  predicts  a reciprocal 
causation  between  perception  and  affect,  and  Individuals  and  environments. 
Tlie  suggestions  above  were  employed  to  provide  recommendations  for  future 
research. 
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Abstract 

•* 

Underlying  assumptions  and  rationale  of  psychological  climate 
are  addressed  from  the  perspectives  of  cognitive  social  learning 
theory  and  interactional  psychology.  Major  emphasis  was  placed  on 
the  implications  of  these  theoretical  models  for  psychological 

I 

climate.  It  is  suggested  that  psychological  climate  (»)  reflects 
psychologically  meaningful,  cognitive  representations  of  situations 
rather  than  automatic  reflections  of  specific  situational  events; 

(b)  is  generally  more  important  than  the  objective  situation  in  the 

%> 

prediction  of  many  salient  individual  dependent  variables;  (t)  is 
predicated  on  developmental  experience,  and  frequently  involves 
conflicting  orientations  generated  by  the  preservation  of  valued 
and  familiar  schemas,  on  one  hand,  and  openness  to  change  in  the 
interest  of  achieving  adaptive  and  functional  person-environment 
fits,  on  the  other;  and  (4)  is  related  reciprocally  to  memory, 
affect,  and  behavior  in  a causal  model  which  predicts  a reciprocal 
causation  between  perception  and  affect,  and  individuals  and  environ- 
ments. fThe  suggestions  above  were  employed  to  provide  recommenda- 


tions for  future  research. 
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Psychological  Climate:  Implications  from  Cognitive 

Social  Learning  Tlieory  and  Interactional  Psychology 
Following  a review  of  the  climate  literature,  James  and  Jones 
(1974)  recommended  the  differentiation  between  climate  regarded  as  a 
situational  attribute  (organizational  climate)  and  climate  regarded  as 
an  individual  attribute  (psychological  climate).  It  was  noted  further 
that  clarification  of  the  conceptual  bounds  of  each  of  these  constructs 
was  needed.  Several  recent  papers  have  addressed  the  conceptual 
bounds  of  one  or  both  constructs  (cf.  James  & Jones,  1976;  James, 
Hartman,  Stebhins,  & Jones,  1977;  Payne,  Fineman,  & Wall,  1976;  Payne  & 
Pugh,  1976;  Schneider,  1975;  Jones  & James,  Note  1),  but  greater 
emphasis  has  been  given  to  climate  as  a situational  attribute,  in- 
cluding the  total  organizational  climate  as  well  as  job,  role,  group, 
subsystem,  etc.,  climates  (cf.  Drexler,  1977;  Howe,  1977). 

The  objective  of  this  paper  is  to  explore  further  the  conceptual 
bounds  of  psychological  climate.  The  discussion  draws  parallels 
between  clim.nte  theory  and  research  and  two  related  theories  that  are 
gaining  increased  momentum  in  psychology,  namely  cognitive  social 
learning  theory  (cf.  Mahoney,  1977;  Mischel,  1968,  1973,  1976,  197'’; 
Stutland  6 Canon,  1972)  and  interactional  psychology  (cf.  Argyle  6 
Little,  1972;  Bowers,  1973;  Ekehammar,  1974;  Endler,  1975;  Endler  & 
Hagnusson,  1976;  Pervin,  1968,  Note  2).  Emphasis  was  placed  on  the 
implications  of  these  theories  for  both  theory  and  research  on  psycho- 
logical climate. 
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The  discussion  is  organized  as  follows:  (a)  a brief  synopsis  of 

recent  assumptions  regarding  psychological  climat<!  (PC);  (b)  a dis- 
cussion of  some  basic  fundamentals  of  cognitive  social  learning  theory 
and  interactional  psychology,  and  implications  of  these  fundamentals 
for  PC;  and  (c)  a revision  of  some  of  the  assumptions  for  PC  based  on 
the  implications  of  cognitive  social  learning  theory  and  Interact  tonal 
psychology.  No  attempt  has  been  made  to  review  the  literature  on 
climate,  cognitive  social  learning  theory,  or  interactional  psvcho'ogv. 
Reviews  on  these  topics  are  cited  in  the  text. 

RECENT  ASSUMPTIONS  REGARDING  PSYCHOLOGICAL  CLl MATE 

As  summarized  by  James  et  al.  (1977)  and  treated  more  extensively 
by  Jones  and  James  (Note  1),  five  underlying  basic  assumptions  of  PC 
are  described  below,  although  several  changes  were  made  In  the  present 
f ormulation . 

1.  PC  represents  a perceptually  based,  psychologically  pro- 
cessed description  of  the  situation.  In  which  the  individual  filters. 
Interprets,  and  structures  perceptions  of  the  situations  (or  environ- 
ment— both  terms  will  be  used  interchangeably  to  refer  to  all  aspects 
of  the  "relevant  environment").  In  effect,  the  individual  organizes 
perceptions  of  the  environment  into  an  abstract  "cognitive  map".  That 
Is,  the  situation  that  a particular  Individual  "knows"  Is  based  on 
cognitive  constructions,  which  are  a function  of  both  the  Individual 
and  the  situation  (i.c.,  a Person  X Situation  interaction).  Implicit 
In  this  perspective  is  the  rationale  that  Individuals  may  assign 
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unique  meanings  to  the  situation,  and  it  is  generally  impossible  to 
separate  iully  the  influences  of  the  situation  and  the  individual  on 
the  climate  perceptions.  Thus,  not  only  is  a PC  an  individual  attri- 
bute, but  also  PC  is  a product , and  not  a cause,  of  perceptual/cogni- 
tlve  processes  (James  & Jones,  1974).  Finally,  as  discussed  by 

Schneider  (1975),  climate  perceptions  appear  to  be  based  on  molar  or  I 

macro  perceptions,  which  reflect  the  end-product  of  cognitive  pro- 
cessing and  concept  formation  (a  cognitive  model  describing  the 

above  processes  is  suggested  later) . ( 

2.  PC  is  multidimensional,  with  what  appears  to  be  a limited 
number  of  dimensions  that  characterize  a large  and  varied  group  of 

social  environments  (Campbell,  Dunnette,  Lawler,  i Welck,  1970;  Insel  ) 

& Moos,  1974;  Sims  & LaFollette,  1975;  Waters,  Roach,  & Batlis,  1974; 

Jones  & James,  Note  1),  although  specific  dimensions  might  be  added  to 
describe  idiosyncratic  events  in  particular  situations  (cf,  Schneider, 

1975).  In  the  study  of  organizational  behavior,  relevant  domains  of 
measurement  appear  to  be  (a)  job  attributes  and  role  characteristics, 

(b)  leadership  behaviors,  (c)  workgroup  interrelationships,  and  (d) 
subsystem  and  organizational  characteristics  which  have  relatively 
direct  ties  to  individual  experience.^  A multivariate  view  of  the 
perceived  situation  is  implied  in  PC  because  it  addresses  the  com- 
plexity of  the  situation  and  does  not  attempt  to  study  single  aspects 
[e.g.,  leadership]  in  the  absence  of  others  [e.g.,  job  attributes]. 


3. 


PC  functions  as  an  intervening  variable,  where  the  point  of 
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intervention  is  withiji  the  individual,  serving  to  mediate  between 

situational  attributes  and  individual  attributes  such  as  attitudes  and 

behaviors  that  are  pertinent  to  the  organization  (cf.  James  & Jones, 

2 

1976).  PC  is  itself  a product  of  filtering,  abstraction,  generali- 
zation, and  interpretation,  and,  of  primary  importance  to  our  concept 
of  PC,  when  the  focus  is  on  the  interpretive  aspects  of  perception, 
these  processes  result  in  cognit ive  representations  that  reflect  an 
Interpretat ion  of  the  situation  in  terms  that  are  psychologically 
meaningful  to  the  individual  (e.g.,  ambiguous,  cl;al lenging,  conflict- 
ing, cooperative,  facilitative,  fair,  friendly,  growth-oriented, 
supportive,  warm,  trusting).  For  example,  situational  attributes 
might  include  unstructured  role  prescriptions,  unclear  reward  con- 
tingencies, and  nondirective  leadership.  However,  as  conceptualized, 
PC  reflects  the  psychologically  meaningful  cognitive  representations 
of  these  attributes,  resulting  in  a climate  perceived  as  ambiguous  and 
conflicting. 

This  is  an  important  point  and  deserves  further  discussion.  One 
of  the  more  cloudy  issues  in  the  climate  literature  is  the  phrase 
"perceptions  of  the  situation".  There  are  many  ways  to  measure  per- 
ceptions of  situations.  Although  differences  between  specific  and 
molar  perceptions  (Schneider,  1975)  and  between  levels  of  analysis  and 
levels  of  explanation  (Drexler,  1977;  Howe,  1977;  James  & Jones,  1974; 
Payne  et  al.,  1976;  Schneider,  1975)  have  been  discussed,  additional 
clarification  Is  needed.  In  the  interest  of  such  clarification,  two 
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sets  of  items  are  presented  in  Table  1.  The  first  set  illustrates 
situational  descriptors,  while  the  second  set  illustrates  attempts  to 
measure  psychologically  meaningfully  cognitive  representations  of  the 
situation(s) . 

Insert  Table  1 about  here 

Both  types  of  items  have  been  employed  to  measure  climate.  Items 
used  to  measure  situational  descriptors  are  relatively  specific  and 
micro;  they  describe  relatively  specific,  and  typically  objective,  j 

situational  attributes  (e.g.,  role  prescriptions,  specific  events, 
actual  processes,  contextual  variables,  structure,  etc.).  As  a result, 
organizational  incumbents  (or  observers)  are  used  as  a source  of  j 

measurement  for  situational  variables . However,  items  of  this  type 
tend  to  miss  the  essence  of  what  is  here  considered  to  be  essential  to 
psychological  climate.  That  is,  such  items  reveal  nothing,  directly,  t 

about  how  facets  of  the  job,  leader,  workgroup  and  organization  are 
interpreted,  in  psychologically  meaningful  terras,  by  individuals  in 
each  of  the  situations. 

Items  of  the  second  type  also  describe  situations,  but  emphasize 
a different  type  of  variable,  namely  psychologically  meaningful  cog- 
Itive  representations  of  situations.  Such  items  are  considered  to 
represent  the  essence  of  PC  because  they  focus  directly  on  attempts  to 
measure  (actually,  to  infer)  the  psychological  environment  in  terms 
that  are  psychologically  meaningful,  and  can  be  used  as  a basis  for 
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inferring  role  ambiguity,  leader  support,  workgroup  warmth  and  friond- 
liness,  and  organizational  concern. 

The  concept  of  psychologically  meaningful  cognitive  represen- 
tations is  reflected  not  only  by  the  names  given  to  most  climate 
dimensions  (e.g.,  ambiguous,  warm,  supportive,  etc.),  but  also  by 
Payne  and  Pugh's  (1976)  and  Schneider's  (1975)  use  of  the  concept 
"psychological  meaningfulness".  However,  it  would  be  erroneous  to 
imply  that  climate  researchers  developed  the  rationale  that  individ- 
uals tend  to  interpret  situations  in  psychologically  meaningful  terms. 
As  discussed  shortly,  such  rationale  has  a long  history  in  psychology. 
Thus,  to  state  the  matter  directly,  individuals  tend  to  interpret 
situations  in  ways  that  are  psychologically  meaningful  to  them  and 
not  just  in  terms  of  objective  descriptions  of  specific  situational 
attributes.  This  issue  is  believed  to  be  of  salient  concern  to 
psychologists  inasmuch  as  cognitive  representations  of  situations, 
expressed  in  psychologically  meaningful  terms,  provide  an  informa- 
tive base  for  hypothesizing  how  PC  might  be  related  to  individual 
difference  variables  such  as  motivation,  satisfaction,  and  perfor- 
mance, as  discussed  below. 

It  is  further  noteworthy  that  responses  to  items  that  focus  on 
measuring  (inferring)  psychologically  meaningful  cognitive  represen- 
tations commonly  Involve  considerable  person  variance.  Indeed,  a.s 
discussed  at  length  in  this  report,  PC  by  definition  Involves  various 


forms  of  P X S interactions.  Including  reciprocal  Interactions. 
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Furthermore,  emphasis  on  psychologically  meaningful  cognitive  representa 
tions  of  situations  increases  the  probability  oi  perceptual  liifferences 
among  individuals  in  the  same  situation.  Tliis  does  not  invalidate  the 
cognitive  conceptualization  of  PC,  but  it  does  represent  a realistic 
price  that  must  be  paid  for  the  privilege  of  > aing  beyond  simple, 
descriptive  reflections  of  specific  situational  attributes!  In 
addition,  perceptual  differences  are  psychologically  too  important  to 
be  regarded  as  error  variance,  as  unfortunately  they  have  been  all  too 
frequently  in  climate  research. 

A.  It  is  further  assumed  that  individuals  develop  and  employ 
perceptions  of  the  situation  to  attempt  to  achieve  a "fit"  with  the 
situation  by  "apprehending  order"  and  "gauging  appropriateness  of 
behavior"  (Ittelson,  Proshansky,  Rivlin,  & Winkel,  1974;  Schneider, 
1975).  For  example,  PC  presumably  functions  as  one  of  the  first 
stages  in  a cognitive  information  processing  model,  serving  to  provide 
a major  source  of  situational  information  used  by  the  individual  in 
the  formulation  of  expectancies,  instrumentalities,  and  affective 
reactions  such  as  job  satisfaction  (James  et  al . , 1977).  In  effect, 
expectancie.s,  i n.st  ruroentali  t ies , and  affect  represent  additional 
stages  of  information  processing  which  reflect  "internal  perceptual/ 
cognitive  relat ionsb.ips"  between  "my"  behavior,  "my"  performance,  and 
"my"  appraisals  and  value  judgements  and  what  has  been  perceived  and 
cognized.  Thus,  PC  is  assumed  to  function  as  an  internalized,  psycho- 
logical representation  of  the  situation  that  serves  as  a guide  for 
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attitvuie  iormiilation  aiul  behavior.  However,  as  discussed  later,  tiiis 
functional  view  of  I’C  is  subject  to  .several  limitations,  especially 
when  a change  is  required  that  affects  familiar  and  valued  existing 
cognitive  schemas.  The  possibility  of  reciprocal  causation  models 
linking  PC  to  attitudes  is  addressed  in  a later  section. 

5.  Situational  attributes  that  appear  to  exercise  major  in- 
fluence on  PC  are  those  that  have  relatively  direct  and  immediate  ties 
to  individual  experience  in  the  environment  (cf.  Indik,  196b;  Jessor  6 
Jessor,  1973;  James  6 Jones,  1976;  Lawler,  Hall,  & Oldham,  1974). 

This  assumption  derives  from  social  system  and  linkage  models,  in 
which  proximal  variables  such  as  leader  behaviors,  workgroup  processes, 
disciplinary  and  control  processes,  communication  processes,  and  the 
like  not  only  have  a direct  and  immediate  impact  on  individuals,  but 
also  mediate  the  effects  of  more  distal  variables  such  as  structure 
(e.g.,  size). 

In  summary,  based  on  the  above  assumptions,  PC  is  defined  as; 

The  individual' s cognit ive  representations  of  relatively  proximal 

situational  cond it  tons,  expressed  in  terms  that  reflect  psychological ly 

4 

meaningful  intcrpretat ions  of  t he  si Luatlon. 

IMPLICATIONS  OK  COCNITTVF.  SOCIAL  LEARNING  THEORY  AND 
INTERACTIONAL  PSYCHOLOGY  FOR  PSYCHOLOGICAL  CLIMATE 
With  minor  changes,  the  four  fundamentals  of  cognitive-learning 
theory  summarized  recently  by  Mahoney  (1977)  were  employed  in  this 
discussion.  However,  the  ensuing  treatment  of  the  four  fundamentals 
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includes  rationnle  from  several  cognitive  social  learning  theories  and 
from  reviews  of  interactional  psychology  (see  earlier  references). 

In  this  brief  synopsis,  the  focus  is  on  selected,  but  major  points. 

It  is  not  Implied  that  all  cognitive  social  learning  theories  or 
interactional  theories  are  the  same.  Important  differences  are 
recognized  between  some  cognitive  social  learning  theories  and  inter- 
actional theories. 

The  fundamental  of  cognitive  social  learning  theory/ interact  ional 
psychology  addressed  here,  and  implications  for  I’C,  are  a.s  follows. 
Fundamental  1 

Individuals  respond  primarily  to  cognit ive  representations  of 
situations  rather  than  to  situations  per  se . 

The  psychological  environment.  Ekeh.amm.ar  (19/4),  in  a review  of 
interactional  psychology  (which  included  o.arly  formulations  by 
Kantor  [l924,  1926J,  Koffka  [l935],  I.ewin  [l9J8,  l9SlJ,  Murphy 
[l947],  and  Hurray  1.1938]),  noted  that  special  emphasis  is  placed  on 
the  individuals  "psychological  environment".  Ekehammar  defined  the 
psychological  environments  as  "the  'subjective'  world,  which  reflects 
the  individual's  perceptions  and  constructions  of  the  external  environ- 
ment and  can  be  described  in  terms  of  psychological  variables" 

(p.  1027,  Italics  added).  The  rationale  that  perceptions  of  situations 
are  often  expressed  in  psychologically  meaningful  terms  suggests  that 
individuals  perceive/cognize  situations  in  terras  of  their  personal  or 


acquired  meaning,  which  Is  a major  component  of  a number  of  early  (see 
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above)  as  well  as  current  interactional  and  cognitive  theories 
(cf.  Bandura,  197/;  Bowers,  1973;  Kndler  & Magnusson,  197B;  Ittloson 
ct  al.,  19'?4;  .lessor  L Jessor,  1973;  Mischel,  1973;  Pervin,  1968; 

Rotter,  19S4).  In  addition,  Endler  and  Magnusson  (1976,  p.  967)  noted 
that  "The  meaning  (perception)  that  an  Individual  assigns  to  a situa- 
tion appears  to  he  the  most  influential  situational  factor  affecting 
his  or  her  behavior".  This  is,  in  effect,  a major  principle  in  most 
cognitive  and  Interactional  theories.  Finally,  based  on  reviews  of 
Bowers  (1973)  and  Arygle  and  Little  (1972),  Ekehammar  (1974,  p.  1034) 
emphasized  "that  individuals  construe  or  perceive  the  same  environment 
differently.  This  means  that  the  psychological  environment  may  be 
different  for  different  individuals".  Thus,  it  is  suggested  that 
(a)  individuals  respond  primarily  to  cognitive  representations  of  the 
situation,  (b)  the  cognitive  representations  can  be  described  in  terms 
that  are  psychologically  meaningful,  and  (c)  cognitive  representations 
of  the  same  situation  may  differ  among  individuals. 

Schema  theory.  The  above  points  were  either  included  directly, 

or  implied,  in  the  assumptions  for  11.  In  addition,  cognitive  social 

learning  theory  has  proposed  a theoretical  paradigm  that  describes  how 

individuals  might  represent  situations  cognitively.  For  example, 

Stotland  and  Canon  (1972)  presented  an  extensive  discussion  of  a 

hierarchical  model  that  might  be  used  to  describe,  inferentlally , the 

5 

development  of  cognitive  schemas.  Briefly  summarized,  the  hierarchical 
model,  beginning  with  lower  levels  of  abstraction  and  moving  to  higher 
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levels,  contained  the  following  concepts: 

(1)  llimens  ions . Dimensions  were  described  as  specilic  entities 
that  individuals  employ  to  represent  events  in  the  environ- 
ment (e.g.,  size,  shape,  activities).  Dimensions  were  viewed 
as  learned,  and  either  categorical  or  continuous.  In  either 
case,  a particular  category  or  point  on  a continuum  was  re- 
ferred to  as  a position  on  a dimension. 

(2)  Lower-Order  Schemas  (LOSs).  Internal  perceptions  of  rela- 
tionships among  positions  on  certain  dimensions,  or 
awareness  of  recurring  patterns  of  configurations  among 
dimensions,  allow  for  the  development  of  more  abstract 
and  general  rules  regarding  relationships  among  events. 

Such  abstract  and  general  rules  were  referred  to  as  LOSs. 

(3)  Higher-Order  Schemas  (HOSs).  Through  internal  cognitive 
processes.  Individuals  may  recall  and  cognitively  manip- 
ulate selected  dimensions  of  different  LOSs,  or  entire 
LOSs,  and  develop  even  more  abstract  and  generalized 
schemas  based  on  relationships  or  configurations 

among  the  dimensions  and  LOSs.  Such  abstractions 
and  generalizations  were  referred  to  as  HOSs.  Sever.al 
hierarchical  levels  of  HOSs  might  exist,  where  each 
higher  level  Is  based  upon  conceptualized  relationships 
and/or  configurations  among  lower  level  HOSs.  An  HOS 
might  be  defined  as  a general  and  abstract  rule  concern- 
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ing  regularities  and  relationships  among  events,  reflected 
by  "beiieis"  about  situations  (cf.  Scotland  and  Canon, 

1972) . 

Theoretical  relationships  between  HOS  and  PC.  The  foregoing 
rationale  is  akin  to  the  development  of  a nomological  net  that 
describes  a particular  set  of  perceptual/cognitive  constructs  (cf. 

Royce,  1973).  The  paradigm  provides  a general  basis  for  moving  from 
relatively  specific  dimensions  of  the  perceptual/cognitive  process 
(intervening  variables  in  a nomological  net)  to  LOSs  (more  abstract 
and  generalized,  hut  nevertheless  lower  order  constructs),  and  then  to 
HOSs  (more  abstract,  generalized,  higher  order  constructs).  As  with 
nomological  nets,  higher-order  constructs  (HOSs)  have  more  explanatory 
power  but  are  also  more  removed  from  the  data  plane,  and  lack  direct 
epistemlc  definition,  (cf.  James,  1973).  This  removal  from  the  data 
plane,  lack  of  direct  cpistemic  definition,  and  abstraction  and  generali- 
zation are  of  major  importance  because,  as  explained  below,  they  provide 
a basis  for  what  might  involve  a considerable  amount  of  perceptual 
distortion. 

The  hierarchical  schema  model  is  particularly  salient  to  PC 
because,  as  noted  by  a number  of  authors  (cf.  Stotland  & Canon,  1972), 
individuals  tend  to  use  HOSs  to  interpret  situations  (although  LOSs 
and  dimensions  are  obviously  Involved).  Individuals  do  not,  and 
perhaps  cannot,  introspect  and  report  the  perceptual-cognitive  pro- 
cessing involved  in  arriving  at  a particular  HOS  (cf.  Nlsbett  & 
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Wilson,  1977).  Rather,  individuals  report  the  end-product  of  the 
perceptual-cognitive  processes,  as  reflected  by  beliefs  about  situa- 
tions (HOSs) . In  particular  reference  to  perceptions  of  salient 
aspects  of  organizational  situations,  a construct,  nomologlcal  net 
model  similar  to  the  one  presented  above  for  cognitive  schemas  was 
proposed  by  James  and  Jones  (1976)  to  explain  PC.  These  authors 
referred  to  PC  as  a "higher  order  abstraction",  which  appears  to  be 
congruent  with  Schneider's  (1975)  concept  of  molar  perception,  es- 
pecially if  the  climate  is  expressed  in  terms  of  composites  and/or 
factors  of  molar  items.  Thus,  nomological  net  theory  provides  a 
common  denominator  for  theoretical  developments  of  PC  and  HOSs,  The 
similarity  is  compelling  in  that  both  reflect  end-products  of  cog- 
nitive processing,  generalization,  and  abstraction.  In  fact,  it  would 
appear  that  when  addressing  psychologically  meaningful  cognitive 
representations  of  situations,  the  more  broadly  based  schema  theory  can 
be  employed  to  describe  the  development  of  PC,  wherein  PC  is  analogous 
to  a set  of  HOSs.  (It  Is  presumed  that  the  beliefs  about  situations 
[HOSs]  can  be,  and  often  are,  expressed  in  terms  that  are  psycho- 
logically meaningful  to  the  individual). 

If  PC  is  viewed  as  a set  of  HOSs,  then  several  implications  from 
cognitive  social  learning  theory  as  well  as  general  theory  in  per- 
ception and  cognition  are  Important  (cf.  Bandura,  1977;  Brondbent, 

1971,  1977;  Erdelyl,  1974;  Kahneman,  1973;  Mlschel,  1973,  1977;  Nat- 
soulas,  1974;  Neisser,  1967;  Shlffin  & Schneider,  1977;  Stotland  & 
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, 1972;  Weyer,  1974).  For  example: 

(1)  HOSs  are  not  tied  to  inunediate  concrete  situational  stimuli. 
Individuals  tend  to  synthesize  selected  details  and  stimuli 
loading  to  dimensions  and  LOSs,  and  to  recall  abstract 
generalizations  about  situations  (i.e.,  HOSs).  This  is 
especially  important  to  PC  because  not  only  do  many  climate 
items  require  molar  perceptions,  but  they  also  require 
individuals  to  recall  and  to  integrate  information  over 
what  may  be  weeks,  months,  or  even  years  of  experience 

in  a particular  setting  (e.g.,  an  item  such  as  "People  at 
upper  management  levels  are  aware  of  the  problems  and 
needs  at  my  level  of  the  organization"). 

(2)  HOSs,  and  PC  presumably,  can  be  applied  to  many  situa- 
tions, or  generalized  beyond  a specific  situation  to 
other  situations  with  which  the  individual  has  had  no 
direct  experience  (e.g.,  vicarious  experiences). 

(3)  HOSs  and  PC  are  subject  to  a host  of  distortions, 
including  the  Gestalt  concepts  of  closure,  constancy,  and 
consistency.  Other  sources  of  distortion  include  (a)  re- 
construction tendencies  wherein  individuals  base  their 
interpretations  of  one  or  a few  events  on  an  entire  HOS 
(i.e.,  a particular  event  may  arouse  an  entire  HOS  be- 
cause the  HOS  is  unified  and,  given  one  event,  the 
individual  has  learned  to  expect  the  presence  of  others); 
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ami  (h)  st'U'Ct-ive  percuptlon,  defense  mechanisms,  and 
redef iniLion,  which  involve  self-enhancement,  protection 
of  self-esteem,  and/or  preservation  of  cognitive  consis- 
tency (for  which  there  are  some  conflicting  predictions 
[cf.  Dipboye,  1977;  Jones,  1973]). 

Implications  for  previous  PC  research  and  recommendat io ns.  The 
major  implication  of  the  assumptions  outlined  is  that  to  understand  PC 
it  is  necessary  to  address  more  fully  the  person  side  of  the  P X S 
interaction  as  well  as  the  various  forms  that  the  interaction  might 
take.  rthat  appear  to  be  salient  person  variables  are  discussed 
shortly;  however,  it  is  appropriate  here  to  comment  on  a few  of  the 
more  recent  attempts  to  view  climate  perceptions  as  a function  of 
person  and/or  situational  variables  (cf.  Dieterly  i<  Schneider,  197A; 
Gavin,  1975;  Herman,  Dunham,  & Hulin,  1975;  Newman,  1975;  .Jones  & 

James , Note  1) . 

The  Dieterly  and  Schneider  experimental  study,  and  other  experi- 
mental studies  (e.g.,  Litwin  f<  Stringer,  1968),  demonstrated  that 
climate  perceptions  were  significantly  affected  by  experimental  manip- 
ulations, although  a considerable  proportion  of  variance  remained 
unexplained.  A field  study  by  Gavin  reported  that  climate  perceptions 
were  predicted  significantly,  but  not  highly,  by  both  selected  hio- 
graphical  and  situational  components  (e.g.,  personnel  composition, 
type  of  organization,  task  context,  physical  environment).  However, 
biographical  x situational  Interactions  failed  to  achieve  significance. 
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Jones  ami  James  found  that  PC  was  essentially  unr(!lated  to  subsystem 
context  (goals,  technology,  resources)  and  structure  (size,  configura- 
tion, specialization,  etc.).  Moreover,  only  a few  of  their  six  PC 
components  were  meaningfully  related  to  position  variables  (e.g., 
hierarchical  level,  training,  and  a restricted  set  of  individual 
difference  measures. 

The  Herman  et  al.  (1975)  and  Newman  (1975)  studies  reported 
multivariate  predictions  of  climate  perceptions  and  affect  measures 
based  on  "structural  position"  variables  (e.g.,  hierarchical  level, 
department,  workgroup)  and  demographic  characteristics  (e.g.,  age, 
sex,  education,  marital  status).  The  results  of  these  studies  indi- 
cated that  (a)  position  variables  were  more  important  than  demographic 
variables  in  predicting  climate  perceptions,  although  the  demographic 
variables  did  contribute  uniquely  to  prediction  (cf.  Herman  et  al., 
1975);  and  (b)  individuals  in  different  positions  used  different 
frames  of  reference  for  viewing  organizations,  which  was  reflected 
both  by  differences  in  climate  perceptions  (an  intervening  variable) 
and  by  affect  measures  (cf.  Newman,  1975).  However,  the  multivariate 
estimates  of  redundancy  in  these  studies  were  not  large  (e.g.,  .22  for 
the  combined  position  and  demographic  variables  in  the  Herman  et  al. 
study) . 

In  effect,  the  majority  of  PC  variance  remains  unexplained,  and  a 
major  effort  is  needed  to  explore  further  the  role  of  individual 
differences.  The  Identification  of  person  variables  that  might  enter 
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into  tile  prediction  of  si  tiiationnl  p 
extensively  by  Miscliel  (cf.  1971,  19 
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Kimci.imentals  H and  111 

Cognit  i V e r cse  ntat  ions  of  situations  ace  relate  d L o _p  r i o r 

cxp‘^r ionces  and  j earning  (11),  and  most  human  learning  is  cogn it ively 
mediated  (I  I T ) . 

Salient  points  from  cognitive  social  learning  theory  and  cognit ion . 
The  points  to  be  made  here  were  based  on  a considerable  number  of 
reports  (see  Footnote  5),  and  include  the  following: 

(1)  Perception,  learning,  and  memory  are  interrelated  cognitive 
processes.  Not  only  is  it  generally  impossible  to  differ- 
entiate between  perception  and  cognition,  but  perception  is 
intrinsically  tied  to  learning  and  memory. 

(2)  The  perceptions  of  a particular  situation  are  based  on 
learned  cognitive  schemas  developed  for  the  purposes  of 
organization  and  interpretation.  Furthermore,  percep- 
tions of  particular  situations  are  a partial  function  of 
the  ability  to  recall  schemas  for  interpretive  purposes. 

(3)  Individuals  who  have  had  different  learning  experiences 
develop  different  cognitive  schemas  to  interpret  situations. 

(A)  Cognitive  schemas,  particularly  HOSs,  are  relatively  imper- 
vious to  change  because  (a)  they  are  abstract  and  generalized 
and  thus  are  often  not  highly  influenced  by  Inconsistencies 
between  existing  HOSs  and  specific  situation.'il  stimuli  in 
particular  situations,  (b)  they  are  familiar,  and 
(c)  they  are  valued  (i.e.,  serve  important  needs  such  as  self- 
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esteem  and  cognitive  consistency). 

There  is  a basic  ant inomy  between  the  desire  to  preserve 
familiar  and  valued  cognitive  schemas  and  the  degree  to 
which  cognitive  schemas  are  open  to  change  (see  especially 
Jones  & Gerard,  1967).  It  has  been  assumed,  and  at  least 
partially  demonstrated,  that  individuals  tend  to  develop 
at  least  minimally  accurate  perceptions  of  situations 
in  an  attempt  to  obtain  adaptive  fits,  to  reduce  ambi- 
guities, and  to  predict  (i.e.,  develop  expectancies) 
which  behaviors  will  lead  to  positively  valent  outcomes 
(and  not  to  negatively  valent  outcomes).  However,  the 
extent  to  which  individuals  attempt  to  develop  func- 
tional or  "locationary"  perceptions  (Dieterly  & 

Schneider,  1974),  as  opposed  to  relying  upon  familiar 
and  valued  cognitive  schemas,  is  probably  a function  of 
the  following  nonmutually  exclusive  considerations; 

(a)  the  degree  of  Incongruity  between  existing  HOSs  and 
requirements  for  adaptive  fits;  (b)  the  adaptability  of 
existing  HOSs  to  specific  situations;  (c)  the  degree  of 
ambiguity  and  uncertainty  in  situations  (where  individuals 
may  either  fall  back  upon  existing  HOSs  to  interpret  am- 
biguous situations  or  attempt  to  reduce  the  ambiguity 
by  seeking  new  information);  (d)  the  desire  Co  maintain 
cognitive  consistency;  (e)  the  level  of  cognitive  com- 
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plcxity,  where  high  cognitive  complexity  connotes  a 
high  tolerance  for  ambiguity  and  a low  need  for 
certainty;  (f)  tlie  number  of  and  extent  to  which  defense 
mechanisms  are  called  into  play;  (g)  tiie  extent  to  which 
action  is  required;  (h)  attribution  of  cause-effect;  and 
(i)  tlie  extent  to  which  important  needs  and  values  are 
served  by  changes  in  cognitive  schemas,  where  well-estab- 
lished, potent  "schema-based  motives"  are  likely  to  have 
stronger  effects  on  HOSs  than  short-term  reinforcements 
and  punishments  provided  in  particular  situations. 

Although  the  assumptions  derive  primarily  from  experimental 
studies  in  perception,  cognition,  and  learning,  it  is  appropriate  that 
the  vast  research  and  theoretical  effort  represented  by  this  literature 
should  be  integrated  with  climate  tfieory  and  research  as  well  as  other 
areas  of  applied  psychology.  A growing  body  of  research  suggests 
strongly  that  perceptions  of  environments  are  a function  of  complex 
sets  of  interrelated  cognitive  processes,  and  that  indivduals  have 
unique  histories  of  learning  experience  that  lead  to  at  least  somewhat 
idiosyncratic  cognitive  schemas  that  are  relatively  Impervious  to 
change.  In  other  words,  perceptions  of  the  same  situation  are  likely 
to  differ  among  individuals  and  tlie  reasons  for  these  differences  are 
psychologically  important! 

Implications  tor  prtcjr  PC  research  and  reconunendat  tons . Simply 
stated,  tiiere  has  been  a tendency  to  ignore  the  bases  for  individual 
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d i 1 ! <•  r eni  e III  . 1 ira.ile  perceptiuns.  ('ii  reflection,  there  appear  to  lie 
two  leasi’iis  I 't  tiiiii.  first,  tlie  p.reater  part  of  climate  reseatcii  lias 
been  concerned  witti  climate  as  a situational  attribute  (e.p,.,  organi- 
zational climate),  and  not  with  the  individual  climate  perceptions. 

As  a result,  differences  in  perceptions  among  members  of  the  same  job, 
role,  group,  subsystem,  or  organization  have  been  treated  as  error 
variance  that  hopefully  could  be  circumvented  by  demonstrating  inter- 
rater reliability,  or  more  typically,  significantly  more  bet ween-group 
variance  that  witii  in-group  variance.  Second,  climate  research  has 
tended  to  adopt  (emphasized  actually)  an  ahistor  leal  view  regarding 
the  formulation  of  climate  perceptions,  presuming  that  perceptions  are 
for  the  most  part  accommodative  or  functional,  bending  to  the  need  to 
develop  an  adaptive  (iiomeostatic)  person-situation  fit  in  each  new 
situation  (cf.  James  et  al.,  1977;  Schneider,  1975). 

Following  the  logic  of  functional  perception,  if  individuals  in 
the  same  situation  are  ail  attempting  to  adapt  (i.e.,  achieve  a homeo- 
static balance),  then  one  might  suggest  that  the  perceptions  should  be 
in  agreement  (i.e.,  serve  as  a basis  for  the  formulation  of  similar 
behavior-outcome  contingencies).  The  data  do  in  fact  provide  partial 
support  for  this  position,  primarily  by  way  of  agreement  and/or 
accuracy  assessments  in  experimental  studies  (cf.  Dietcrly  & Schneider, 
1974;  Frederiksen,  .lenson,  & Beaton,  1972;  Litwin  (,  Stringer,  1968), 
quasi-experimental  field  studies  (cf.  Schneider,  1975  tor  a review), 
and  In  static  field  studies  (cf.  Bass,  Valenzi,  Farrow,  6 Solomon, 
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l‘J71;  Drexlcr,  19  7/;  (lavin  I,  Howe,  19/'>;  Hammar  & Dachlor,  1971;  Howe, 
ri77;  I'ayne  t.  Mansfield,  1971;  Schneider,  1973;  Synder  6 Schneider, 
1975;  Campbell  & Beaty,  Note  1;  .Tones  & .James,  Note  1).  The  experi- 
mental studies,  as  well  as  quas i-experimental  studies,  have  demon- 
strated that  climate  perceptions  can  be  manipulated  significantly. 
Nevertheless,  a considerable  amount  of  within-group  vari.ance  in 
climate  perceptions  remains  to  be  explained.  Of  special  concern, 
however,  are  the  static  field  studies,  where  the  preponderance  of  data 
exist . 

Unfortunately,  it  is  not  possible  to  summarize  the  results  of 
the  static  field  studies  without  first  noting  that  several  of  these 
studies  have  reported  some  rather  misleading  statistics  and  interpre- 
tations, often  resulting  in  inflated  estimates  of  perceptual  agreement. 
These  statistical  and  interpretative  problems  have  been  reviewed  by 
Hater  (Note  4).  Briefly,  it  was  found  that: 

1.  Analyses  of  interrater  reliability  based  on  aggregate 
perceptua 1 data  (e.g.,  group  means)  have  been  reported  as  if  they  were 
assessments  of  agreement  on  individual  perceptions  (cf.  Drexler, 

1977).  This  is  likely  an  example  of  an  ecological  fallacy,  namely  a 

d isaggrcgation  bias  (Hannan,  1971,  1973),  in  which  no  reported  attempt 
was  made  initially  to  evaluate  the  extent  to  which  the  group  mean 
perceptions  were  representative  of  the  individual  perceptions. 

2.  The  Spearman-Brown  (S.B.)  correction  has  often  been  applied 
to  Inflate  estimates  of  interrater  reliability  (e.g..  Intraclass 
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correlation)  (cf.  Sihneider,  for  a review).  While  the  S.l'>. 

correction  is  .in  estim.ite  ol  the  .st.ibi  1 ity  ot  mean  (.iggrega ted ) 
perceptions,  it  is  a fallible  inJic.itor  of  perceptual  agreement.  For 
example,  Jones  and  James  (Note  1)  demonstrated  that  an  intraclass 
correlation  of  for  "Organizational  Esprit"  for  enlisted  men  on  20 

Navy  ships  (average  n = lb5)  could  be  "corrected"  to  by  use  of  the 

Spearman-Brown ! 

3.  Average  pairwise  correlations  among  profiles  on  perceptual 
scores  have  been  used  as  measures  of  interrater  agreement  (cf.  Hammar 
Dachler,  1975).  The  problems  associated  with  this  procedure  are  the 
same  as  those  associated  with  using  correlation  as  a measure  of  profile 
similarity  (cf.  Cronbach  & Closer,  1975;  Nunnally,  1967),  and  need  not 
be  elaborated  here. 

Thus,  if  (a)  the  Spearman-Brown  adjustments  are  negated,  (b)  the. 
studies  using  correlation  between  profiles  or  analyses  based  on  group 
means  placed  aside,  (c)  a general  comparability  among  eta-squared,  omega- 
squared,  and  the  intraclass  correlation  assumed  (cf.  Hater,  Note  4),  and 
(d)  the  above  statistics  interpreted  as  indices  of  interrater  agreement, 
then  the  range  of  indices  in  the  literature  for  field  data  varies  from 
.00  to  approximately  .50,  with  a median  of  about  .12.  This  is  not  par- 
ticularly good  evidence  on  which  to  build  a c.ase  for  perceptual  agree- 
ment, and  provides  only  partial  support  for  the  functional  view  of 
perception.  Hf)wever,  it  must  be  noted  that  situational  conditions 
have  not  been  well-controlled  in  most  of  the  field  studies  and  thus 
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all  individuals  were  probably  not  experiencing  the  same  situations. 
Nevertheless,  these  results  are  somewhat  congruent  with  the  experi- 
mental studies  in  which  the  situational  conditions  were  more  con- 
trolled and  yet  a considerable  amount  of  PC  variance  was  unexplained. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  our  reading  of  the  functional  view 
of  perception  allows  for  different  adaptive  fits  for  different  need 
states,  which  connotes  that  individual  differences  in  perception  and 
behavior  might  exist  within  the  same  situation  for  individuals  with 
different  needs  (which  also  highlights  the  role  of  individual  dif- 
ferences in  perception).  The  field  data  may  therefore  not  be  quite  as 
damaging  for  the  functional  view  as  they  appear.  Nevertheless,  a 
considerable  amount  of  variance  in  PC  remains  to  be  explained,  and  it 
is  believed  that  this  explanation  will  not  be  forthcoming  until  better 
controls  are  effected  to  account  for  possible  situational  differences 
and  the  full  complexity  of  cognitive  processes  is  addressed.  For 
example,  one  might  begin  with  Jones  & Gerard's  concept  of  an  antinomy 
I between  functionalism  and  preservation  of  valued  and  familiar  (and 

I Somewhat  idiosyncratic)  cognitive  schema.  To  reiterate  a prior  point, 

j it  is  necessary  to  address  more  fully  both  the  individual  and  sltua- 

I tlonal  correlates  of  perception.  What  appear  to  be  some  meaningful 

I 

r 


models  for  this  venture  are  now  discussed. 
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Fundamental  IV 

Cognitions,  feelings,  and  behaviors  are  causally  interactive. 

To  this  is  added  the  assumption  that  individuals  and  situations 

7 

arc  causal ly  interactive. 

Basic  princ Iples  from  interactional  psychology  and  cognl t i ve 
social  learning  theory.  The  basis  for  Fundamental  IV  is  seen  in  the 
following  quotations: 

There  appears  to  be  a continuing  reciprocal  interaction  both 
between  the  organism  and  its  environment  and  among  the  organ- 
ism's various  response  systems.  Man  affects  the  environment, 
which  affects  him,  and  there  are  causal  interactions  among 
the  central,  somatic,  and  autonomic  nervous  sytems  [Mahoney, 
1977,  p.  8]. 

In  situations  of  this  kind  [unfamiliar  situations]  six 
interrelated  types  of  responses  occur:  affect , orientation, 

categorization,  systemizat ion,  maninulation , and  encoding. 


However,  it  cannot  be  emphasized  too  strongly  that  although 
we  briefly  discuss  each  of  the  six  types  (or  levels)  or  res- 
ponses..., in  actual  experience  not  only  does  their  order  vary 
to  some  degree,  but  they  are  so  interrelated  that  one  blends 
into  the  other  [ittelson  et  al.,  1974,  p.  96]. 

The  person  is  a function  of  the  situation  but  also,  and 
more  importantly,  the  situation  is  a function  of  the  person 
through  the  person's  (a)  cognitive  constructions  of  situations 
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and  (b)  active  selection  and  modification  of  situations 
[Ekehanmiar,  1974,  p.  1035}. 

Not  only  is  the  individual's  behavior  influenced  by 
significant  features  of  the  situation  he  or  she  encounters  but 
the  person  also  selects  the  situations  in  which  he  or  she 
performs,  and  subsequently  affects  the  character  of  these 
situations.  In  contrast  to  classic  situat lonal ism,  cognitive 
factors  play  an  important  role  in  the  process  [Endler  & 

Magnusson,  1976,  p.  958]. 

Salient  points  and  their  accompanying  implications  for  prior  and 
future  PC  theory  and  research  include  (a)  situation-person  reciprocal 
causation,  (b)  the  importance  of  cognitive  representations  and  situa- 
tional indicators,  and  (c)  reciprocal  relationships  among  PC,  affect, 
and  behavior.  Each  of  these  points  is  discussed  in  the  following 
paragraphs. 

Situation-Person  reciprocal  causation.  Situations  both  Influence 
and  are  influenced  by  individuals.  Similarly,  individuals  both  in- 
fluence and  are  Influenced  by  situations.  The  underlying  causal  model 
of  interactional  psychology  is,  therefore,  reciprocal  causation,  which 
is  also  referred  to  as  "transaction"  (Pervin,  1968)  and  "reciprocal 
Interaction"  (Overton  & Reese,  1973).  This  is  not  a new  concept,  but 
its  ramifications  appear  only  now  to  extend  beyond  theoretical  treat- 
ments (cf.  Greene,  1975;  Graen,  1976).  Several  authors  have  strongly 
recommended  the  adoption  of  reciprocal  causation  models  In  psycho- 
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logical  research  (cf.  Endler  & Magnusson,  1976;  Pervln,  Note  2;  James 
6 Singh,  Note  5) . 

A major  implication  of  situation-individual  reciprocal  causation 
models  for  PC  research  is  that  it  might  not  be  meaningful  to  attempt 
to  identify  unique  causal  effects  for  many  situational  variables  and 
individual  differences  on  PC,  attitudes,  and  behavior.  Many  (but  not 
all)  situational  variables,  especially  those  of  a social  or  process 
nature  (e.g.,  social  norms,  leadership,  communication  patterns),  tend 
to  include  reciprocal  effects  of  individual  influences.  Moreover, 
individual  variables  of  a psychologi cal  nature  tend  to  include  recip- 
rocal effects  of  situational  influences  (Including  the  psychological 
manifestations  of  demographic  measures  such  as  sex,  age,  race,  and  the 
like).  For  example,  the  causal  factors  underlying  the  presumably 
situational  variable,  decentralization  of  decision  making,  are  likely 
to  Include  the  reciprocal  Influences  of  individual  difference  variables, 
such  as  willingness  to  accept  responsibility,  and  vice  versa.  Indeed, 
"the  question  of  whether  individual  differences  or  situations  are  the 
major  source  of  behavior  variance,  like  many  Issues  in  the  history  of 
science,  turns  out  to  be  a pseudo-issue"  (Endler  & Hunt,  1966,  p. 

34A) . The  "appropriate  and  logical  question  is  'How  do  individual 
differences  and  situations  interact  In  evoking  behavior?'"  (Endler, 

1975,  p.  63).  (In  this  context,  the  measurement  of  separate  situa- 
tional and  Individual  difference  variables  Is  not  questioned.  The 
question  refers  to  how  one  Interprets  what  has  been  measured 
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[i.e.,  what  are  the  causal  factors  underlying  each  measurement]). 

Within  the  climate  research  area  (cf.  Gavin,  1975;  Herman  et  al., 
1975;  Newman,  1975)  as  well  as  In  attitude  research  (cf.  O'Reilly  & 
Roberts,  1975;  Stone  & Porter,  1975),  attempts  have  been  made  to 
attribute  the  variance  of  climate  and/or  affect  variables  to  situation 
and/or  individual  sources.  (Studies  of  affect  were  Incluuec.  here  to 
demonstrate  the  generality  of  the  principles.  Moreover,  the  climate 
studies  have  often  included  affect  variables).  Based  on  the  theo- 
retical discussion  above,  this  could  re.sult  in  a somewhat  questionable 
exercise  because  of  the  presumed  reciprocal  causation  between  situa- 
tions and  Individuals.  That  is,  the  reciprocal  causation  model  implic 
that  In  relating  some  situational  variables  to  climate  perceptions  one 
might,  in  effect,  be  relating  (to  some  unknown  degree)  individual 
differences  with  themselves  (I.e.,  the  causal  or  structural  equations 
for  the  situational  variables  include  individual  difference  variables) 
This  appears  to  be  a particular  concern  for  the  studies  cited  above 
because  each  one  employed  some  form  of  "position  variables"  (e.g., 
hierarchical  level,  functional  department). 

Position  variables  appear  to  be  only  partially  situational  as 
they  reflect  mutual  and  interactive  influences  of  the  Individual  and 
the  organization.  Usually,  an  individual  elects  not  only  to  work  for 
but  also  to  stay  In  a particular  organization,  to  develop  the  skills 
for  a particular  position,  and  to  be  motivated  or  not  motivated  to 
seek  a promotion.  The  organization  elects  to  hire  and  perhaps  to 
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train  the  individual,  to  place  the  individual  in  a particular  posi- 
tion, to  retain  the  individual,  and  to  promote,  or  not  to  promote,  the 
individual.  Furthermore,  although  Herman  et  al.  (1975)  and  O'Reilly 
and  Roberts  (1975)  attempted  to  control  for  individual  differences  in 
determining  position  variable  — climate  and/or  affect  relationships, 
the  position  variables  very  likely  still  included  the  influences  of 
unmeasured  individual  differences.  To  control  position  variables,  or 
situational  variables  in  general,  for  all  unique  influences  of  in- 
dividual differences,  one  would  have  not  only  to  measure  and  to 
control  for  all  relevant  individual  variables,  but  also  to  return  the 
situational  variables  to  their  "pure  state"  prior  to  reciprocal 
causation.  This  is  an  impossible  task,  and  future  attempts  to  identify 
situational  and  individual  correlates  of  PC,  attitudes,  and  behavior 
would  appear  to  be  better  served  by  models  designed  specifically  to 
analyze  s i tuat ion-ind iv idual  reciprocal  causation. 

The  importance  of  cognitive  representations  and  situational 
indicators.  The  most  salient  set  of  variables  to  assess  the  influence 
of  situations  on  Individuals  is  comprised  by  the  approach  based  on  the 
"psychological  meaning  of  the  situation  for  the  individual"  (Endler  & 
Magnusson,  1976,  p.  968).  This  point  and  its  implications  were  dis- 
cussed earlier  (see  Fundemental  I);  however,  it  should  be  noted 
further  that  cognitive  social  learning  theory  and  interactional 
psychology  make  a special  issue  of  the  assumption  that  individuals  and 
situations  are  Inseparable  entities  because  "the  situation  is  a func- 
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tlon  of  the  observer  In  the  sense  that  the  observer's  cognitive  schemas 
filter  and  organize  the  environment  In  a fashion  that  makes  it  Impos- 
sible ever  to  completely  separate  the  environment  from  the  person 
observing  it"  (Bowers,  1973,  p.  328).  This  should  not  be  construed  to 
mean  that  environmental  variables,  especially  proximal  variables  (cf. 
Mischel,  1973),  are  unimportant.  One  cannot  study  fully  the  cognitive 
social  learning  model  or  the  interactional  model  in  the  absence  of 
situational  indicators  (Sells,  1973),  although  it  must  again  be  empha- 
sized that  such  situational  indicators  might  reflect  individual  causal 
influences.  (The  difference  between  individuals  actually  changing 
situations  and  individual  differences  in  cognitive  representations  of 
situations  is  crucial;  both  are  important.) 

Reciprocal  relationships  among  PC,  affect,  and  behavior.  While 
many  researchers  in  perception,  cognition,  social  psychology,  and  so 
forth  differentiate  qual itat Ivcly  between  perception,  learning,  memory, 
affect,  and,  of  course,  behavior,  few  would  question  the  postulates 
that  cognition,  affect,  and  behavior  are  continuously  Interacting 
processes  and  that  the  measurement  of  one  reflects  the  causal  influ- 
ences of  the  others  (cf.  Wyer,  197A).  For  example,  Stotland  and  Canon 
(1972)  discussed  an  "evaluative  dimension"  which  reflected  need  satis- 
faction and  was  considered  to  be  an  Integral  part  of  many  HOSs.  Jones 
and  Gerard  (1967,  p.  254)  noted  that  "There  is  fairly  impressive 
evidence  in  the  literature  on  perception,  learning,  and  memory  that 
cognitive  processes  are  geared  to  the  construction  of  a subjective 
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reality  that  is  compatible  with  beliefs,  values,  and  attitudes.  This 
cognitive  construction  of  events  involves  varying  amounts  of  distor- 
tion or  nonveridical  representation."  Furthermore,  several  models  in 
the  Industrial/Organizational  literature  emphasize  the  reciprocal 
relationship,  by  means  of  feedback  loops,  between  behavior  and  per- 
ception (cf.  James  & .Jones,  1976;  Porter,  Lawler,  & Hackman,  1975). 

In  a similar  vein,  several  attribution  studies  have  shown  that  per- 
ceptions are  affected  by  knowledge  of  behavior  and  performance  (cf. 
Mitchell,  Larson,  6.  Green,  1977;  Staw,  ^1975). 

If  it  is  presumed  that  few  would  question  reciprocal  relation- 
ships between  perception  (cognition)  and  behavior,  and  reciprocal 
relationships  among  the  cognitive  processes  or  perception,  learning, 
and  memory,  tlien  a primary  implication  of  this  point  for  PC  is  the 
presumed  reciprocal  relationship  between  perception  and  affect.  In 
particular,  the  relationship  between  PC  and  job  satisfaction  is  of 
interest . 

Numerous  studies  have  addressed  theoretical  and/or  empirical 
relationships  between  PC  and  job  satisfaction  (.IS)  (cf.  Downey, 
Hellriegel,  Phelps,  & Slocum,  1974;  Gavin  & Howe,  1975;  Guion,  1973, 
1974,  1976;  Hellriegel  4 Slocum,  1974;  James  4 Jones,  1974,  1976; 
Johannesson,  1973;  LaFollette  4 Sims,  1975;  Newman,  1975;  Payne  4 
Pugh,  1976;  Payne  et  al.,  1976;  Schneider,  1975;  Schneider  4 Synder, 
1975;  Waters  et  al.,  1974).  From  a theoretical  standpoint,  a distinc- 
tion between  descriptive  (perceptual,  cognitive)  and  evaluative 
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(affective,  emotional)  orientations  has  often  been  employed  to  sepa- 
rate the  two  constructs.  As  one  example,  Locke's  (1976)  causal  model 

for  JS  was:  object  (situation) ^ perception  (cognition) >appraisal 

(value  judgement) > emotion;  where  PC  is  (presumably)  represented 

by  the  perception  stage  and  JS  by  the  appraisal  and  emotion  stages 
(l.e.,  personalistic  evaluations). 

The  emprical  evidence  relating  PC  to  JS  is  mixed.  While  Schneider 
and  Snyder  (1975)  found  low  cllmate-JS  relatlonshipr;,  the  results  of 
other  studies  generally  indicated  at  least  moderate  relationships 
(cf.  Downey  et  al.,  1974;  Gavin  £<  Howe,  1975;  LaFollette  & Sims,  1975), 
but  not  to  the  extent  that  climate  perceptions  and  JS  were  tautological 
as  postulated  by  Johannesson  (1973)  and  Guion  (1973). 

The  argument  here  is  similar  to  that  made  for  situational  variables 
and  individual  differences.  Although  PC  and  JS  may  be  qualitatively 
different  constructs,  and  measured  as  such,  the  presumed  reciprocal 
relationship  between  the  constructs  connotes  that  the  measurement  of 

either  construct  includes,  to  some  degree,  the  causal  influences  of  the 
other.  In  other  words,  asymmetrical,  unidirectional  causal-models 
such  as  Locke's  (1976)  are  replaced  by  symmetric,  reciprocal  causal 
models.  For  Instance,  Locke's  model  might  be  replaced  by:  perception 

(cognlt  lon)tz:::r:>  appraisal  (value  judgement  )i:=:^  emotion  (which  is 
also  presumably  related  reciprocally  to  perception  by  means  of  a 
feedback  loop).  Not  only  are  the  Influences  of  PC  on  JS  addressed 
from  the  perspective  of  a cognitive  processing  model  (see  original 
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assumptions  for  PC),  but  the  reciprocal  effects  of  prior  as  well  as 
current  appraisals  and  emotions  on  perception  are  also  assumed. 

For  example,  it  does  not  appear  unreasonable  to  presume  that  a 
prior  history  of  reinforcements  and  punishments  in  the  same  or  related 
situations,  and  the  appraisals  and  emotions  associated  with  these 
reinforcements  and  punishments,  might  influence  not  only  the  events 
that  are  perceived  in  a particular  situation  but  also  the  manner  in 
which  they  are  interpeted.  Previous  appraisals  and  emotions  might 
influence  the  indiviudal  to  distort,  redefine,  reconstruct,  etc., 
perceptions  of  a particular  situation  ip  an  attempt  to  protect  self- 
esteem, maintain  a positive  self-image,  and  so  forth.  Thus,  although 
PC  was  assumed  to  have  a role  as  an  intervening  variable  in  a cognitive 
information  processing  model,  it  is  also  assumed  that  the  PC-JS 
relationship,  as  well  as  the  relationships  between  PC  and  other  affect 
measures,  arc  reciprocal  and  based  upon  a dynamic  psychological 
processing  (Janus  & Jones,  1974). 

Recommendations  based  on  reciprocal  causation  models.  The  major 
implications  of  reiiprocal  causation  for  PC  are  (a)  while  psychology 
has  addressed  the  < oncept  of  reciprocal  causation  theoretically, 
researcii,  including  that  in  climate,  has  focused  primarily  on  (Implicit) 
unidirectlon.il  laus.il  models  or  has  simply  avoided  the  issue  of 
causality  by  imph.islzing  desirlptive  rather  than  causal  interpretations 
of  results;  and  (b/  the  r.im  i f i < at  ions  ot  reciprocal  causation  for 
measurement,  tor  1 nt  er  pr  c t a t i ng  what  h.is  been  measured  (i.e.,  the 
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underlying  causal  factors  reflected  in  the  measurements),  and  for  the 
appropriateness  of  research  designs  has  not  been  recognized,  resulting, 
in  some  instances,  in  the  tre.atment  of  what  appear  to  be  pseudoissues 
(i.e.,  situational  versus  individual  correlates  of  climate  perceptions 
and  attitudes;  unidirectional  percept  ion- job  satisfaction  models). 

As  emphasized  repeatedly  by  Endler  and  Magnusson  (1976),  new 
methodological  models  are  needed  that  are  designed  specifically  to 
examine  reciprocal  causation.  Wliile  these  authors  suggested  Markov 
models  to  address  this  problem,  it  should  be  noted  that  several 
statistical  procedures  designed  specifically  to  study  reciprocal 
causation  have  already  been  developed  in  econometrics  (cf.  Baseman, 
1957;  Christ,  1966;  Fisher,  1966;  Johnston,  1972;  Theil,  1971)  and 
applied  more  recently  in  areas  such  as  sociology  and  political  science 
(cf.  Duncan,  1975;  Heise,  1975;  Goldberger  & Duncan,  1973;  Namboodiri, 
Carter,  & Blalock,  1975).  These  procedures  include  two-stage  least 
squares,  three-stage  least  squares,  and  time-series  analysis.  James 
and  Singh  (Note  5),  in  a recent  review,  suggested  that  the  two-stage 
least  squares  procedure  appears  to  be  particularly  salient  for  the 
issues  discussed  here.  Furthermore,  the  use  of  this  procedure  gen- 
erally requires  only  a thorough  knowledge  of  multiple  regression 
principles. 

In  conclusion,  it  is  suggested  that  if  the  most  attractive 
theoretical  models  presume  reciprocal  causation,  then  it  is  time  to 
design  the  research  to  fit  the  models.  It  is  recommended,  therefore. 
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that  future  research  regarding  the  relat ionsiiips  among  PC,  attitudes, 
and  behavior,  as  well  as  between  persons  and  situations,  address  the 
question  of  reciprocal  causation  in  the  design  of  empirical  research. 

StrMMARY  A ND  CONCLUSION'S 

The  objective  of  this  report  has  been  to  stimulate  climate 
researchers,  as  well  as  those  in  otiier  areas  of  applied  research  who 
treat  situational  perceptions  as  "givens",  to  develop  more  sophisti- 
cated theory  and  empirical  designs  that  take  into  account  the  multi- 
variate and  dynamic  processes  underlying  perception  (as  well  as 
behavior  and  situation).  In  the  interest  of  proposing  possible 
guidelines  for  the  pursuit  of  this  development,  the  assumed  properties 
of  PC  are  again  reviewed,  only  this  time  the  implications  of  cognitive 
social  learning  theory  and  interactional  psychology  are  more  fully 
encompassed.  This  is  followed  by  a brief  treatment  of  proposed 
research  endeavors. 

With  respect  to  the  properties  of  PC,  the  definition  remains  the 
same  (i.e.,  psychologically  meaningful  cognitive  representations  of 
situations,  and  the  following  assumptions  are  suggested. 

1.  PC  is  analogous  to  higher  order  schemas  (HOSs),  which  are 
relatively  abstract  and  generalized  helitfs  about  situations  and  which 
are  based  on  the  continuously  interacting  cognitive  processes  of 
perception,  learning,  and  memory.  Addressing  PC  as  a set  of  HOSs 
assumes  Intrinsically  that  PC  is  represented  by  a set  of  perceptual/ 
cognitive  variables  which  intervene  between  situational  attributes  and 
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individual  attitudes  and  behavior.  It  is  also  assumed  that  these 
perceptual /cogn i t ive  variables  are  represented  by  psychologically 
meaningful  cognitive  representations  or  interpretations  of  situations. 
A corollary  to  this  assumption  is  that  individuals  with  different 
experiences  and  synthesizing  capabilities  will  have  different  schemas 
and  thus  different  climate  perceptions. 

2.  PC  is  multidimensional,  with  what  appears  to  be  a limited 
number  of  dimensions  that  can  be  employed  to  characterize  psycho- 
logically meaningful  cognitive  representations  of  organizational 
environments,  although  some  dimensions  ylll  likely  be  specific  to 
certain  situations  and,  possibly,  populations.  Variables  which  appear 
to  be  of  particular  salience  are  challenge,  importance,  support, 
facilitation,  cooperation,  friendliness,  warmth,  ambiguity,  conflict, 
and  esprit,  although  variables  such  as  autonomy,  pressure,  confidence, 
trust,  fairness,  growth,  and  awareness  are  also  important. 

3.  PC  is  historical,  where  a continuing  antinomy  exists  between 
the  openness  of  PC  to  change,  which  may  be  required  for  adaptive  and 
functional  purposes,  and  the  desire  to  preserve  valued  and  familiar 
schemas,  especially  those  that  serve  important  needs  such  as  self- 
esteem and  cognitive  consistency.  The  preservation  of  valued  and 
familiar  schemas  is  further  evidenced  in  perceptual  distortions,  such 
as  selective  perception,  redefinition,  defense  mechanisms,  subjective 
reconstructions,  closure,  and  the  like.  A major  corollary  to  this 
assumption  is  that  differences  In  climate  perceptions  are  psycho- 
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logically  meaningful. 

4.  The  primary  "situational"  measures  that  affect  PC  are  those 
that  are  proximal  to  the  experiences  of  the  individual  in  a particular 
environment.  However,  although  these  variables  may  be  measured  as 
situational,  a major  corollary  of  this  assumption  is  that  many  psycho- 
logically important  situational  variables,  as  well  as  individual 
variables,  reflect  reciprocal  situation-individual  Interactions,  and 
the  measurement  of  variables  representing  one  domain  will  often 
reflect,  causally,  the  influences  of  the  other  domain.  (This  does  not 
preclude  the  use  of  more  traditional  interaction  terms,  moderators, 
contingencies,  and  the  like.  A brief  discussion  of  the  use  of  inter- 
action terms  in  reciprocal  causation  models  is  presented  in  James  i 
Singh,  Note  5). 

5.  The  underlying  causal  model  linking  PC  to  attitudes  and 
behavior  is  also  one  of  reciprocal  causation  (which  again  does  not 
preclude  the  use  of  moderators,  contingencies,  etc).  A corollary  of 
this  assumption  is  that  the  measurement  of  variables  representing  any 
one  of  these  three  domains  may  include  the  causal  influences  of  the 
remaining  domains. 

Proposed  research  endeavors  are  many  and  varied;  however,  the 
broad  domains  include  the  following. 

1.  The  inclusion  of  "person  variables"  in  studies  of  climate. 

A broad  outline  of  potentially  salient  person  variables  has  been 
presented  by  Mlschel  (cf.  1973,  1976,  1977),  although  variables  which 


I 


i 

i 

I 

i 

!l 

t 
: i 

I 


Psychological  Climate 
39 

appear  to  be  of  salience  to  PC  include  cognitive  consistency,  cogni- 
tive complexity,  self-esteem,  locus  of  control,  attribution,  values, 
needs,  expectancies,  biographical  data.  Intellectual  capabilities,  and 
attitudes . 

2.  The  measurement  and  study  of  proximal  situational  variables 
in  climate  studies.  A broad  outline  of  potentially  salient  proximal 
variables  was  presented  in  James  and  Jones  (1976),  which  included 
process  variables  (e.g.,  leader  behaviors  [ for  each  subordinate  ], 
communication,  socialization,  conflict,  rewards,  etc.),  system  (and 
group)  norms  and  values  (e.g.,  rationality.  Impersonality,  predicta- 
bility, loyalty,  etc.),  and  selected  structure  and  context  variables 
(e.g.,  standardization,  resources). 

3.  The  adoption  of  analytic  models  to  study  reciprocal  causa- 
tion (see  earlier  references). 

In  conclusion,  several  years  ago  Sells  (1963)  presented  a paper 
entitled  "An  interact ionist  looks  at  the  environment".  Perhaps  the 
best  description  of  this  report  is  "An  interact ionist  looks  at  situa- 
tional perceptions".  The  term  "interact ionist"  must  be  emphasized; 
neither  a situational  nor  a purely  phemonomenologlcal  model  is  advo- 
cated. Rather,  what  has  been  advocated  is  an  Interactional  as  well  as  a 
cognitive  social  learning  model  that  views  the  formulation  of  situa- 
tional perceptions  as  a complex  process  that  involves  reciprocal 
interactions  (as  well  as  the  more  traditional  moderators)  among 
situations,  cognitive  processes,  and  other  individual  differences  such 
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as  needs,  attitudes,  and  behavior.  This  position  was  assumed  because 
interactional  psychology  and  cognitive  social  learning  theory  were 
perceived  as  having  significant  potentials  for  (a)  advancing  theoretical 
perspectives  of  PC,  (b)  providing  at  least  partial  interpretations  of 
previous  results  in  climate  research,  and  (c)  pointing  to  new  research 
directions  for  PC.  However,  much  of  the  Information  in  cognitive  social 
learning  theory  and  interactional  psychology  is  either  of  a theoretical 
nature  or  based  on  research  that  might  liave  questionable  external 
validity  for  organizational  research.  Nevertheless,  the  point  must  be 
reiterated  that  climate  research  has  on]y  partially  addressed  a multi- 
variate, dynamic  view  of  perception,  and  cognitive  social  learning 
theory  and  interactional  psychology  appear  to  be  meaningful,  basic 
theoretical  perspectives  on  which  to  base  future  research. 
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Footnotes 
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Opinions  expressed  are  those  of  the  authors  and  are  not  to  be 
construed  as  necessarily  reflecting  the  official  view  or  endorsement 
of  the  Department  of  the  Navy  or  the  National  Institute  on  Drug  Abuse. 

The  authors  wish  to  thank  Bill  Curtis  and  S.  B.  Sells  for  their 
helpful  suggestions  and  advice. 

^The  35  a priori  scales  employed  in  our  PC  measure,  and  studies 
reporting  the  invariance  of  the  majority  of  the  PC  components  under- 
lying these  scales  across  relatively  diverse  samples,  are  reported  in 
Jones  and  James  (Note  1).  The  five  components  with  demonstrated 
invariance  were  (1)  Job  Challenge,  Importance,  and  Variety; 

(2)  Conflict  and  Aaubiguity;  (3)  Leadership  Facilitation  and 
Support;  (4)  Workgroup  Cooperation,  Friendliness,  and  Warmth;  and 

(5)  Organizational  Esprit. 

2 

In  the  discussion  above,  as  well  as  in  others,  the  use  of  the 

terms  "situational  attribute"  and  "individual  attribute"  connote 

domains  of  measurement.  They  do  not  imply  that  the  measured 

variables  are  always  entirely  situational  or  entirely  individual 

(as  discussed  later,  a reciprocal  interaction  is  often  assumed). 

3 

An  analogy  from  environmental  psychology  might  add 
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Footnotes  (Continued) 

clarification  to  the  point  we  are  attempting  to  make.  That  is,  the 
(perceived)  density  of  individuals  in  a particular  space  would  be  a 
situational  descriptor  in  our  model.  However,  perceptions  of 
crowding  provide  the  psychologically  meaningful  cognitive  represen- 
tations . 

^In  several  recent  papers  (James  et  al.,  1977;  Jones  & James, 
Note  1),  the  phrase  "perceived  situational  influences"  was  employed 
in  the  definition  for  PC.  We  decided  to  replace  this  phrase  with 
"psychologically  meaningful  cognitive  representations",  which  in 
effect  has  the  same  conceptual  meaning  but,  hopefully,  is  less  sub- 
ject to  misinterpretation  (e.g.,  some  have  interpreted  a perceived 
situational  influence  to  mean  that  PC  is  a mirror  reflection  of 
situational  stimuli,  which  was  not  at  all  Intended  [cf.  James  i 
Jones,  1974]). 

^The  model  presented  here  was  based  upon  research  and/or 
theoretical  propositions  regarding  catholic  cognitive  processing 
models  (cf.  Allport,  1947;  Bartlett,  1932;  Head,  1920;  Hebb,  1949, 
1972;  Ittelson  et  al.,  1974;  Jones  & Gerard,  1967;  Lashley,  1951; 
Piaget,  1952).  The  model  is  also  generally  consistent  with  the 
more  recent  and  rigorous  models  of  perceptual  and  cognitive  infor- 
mation processing  (cf.  Broadbent,  1971,  1977;  Erdelyi,  1974; 
Kahneman,  1973;  Neisser,  1967;  Norman,  1968;  Shiffln  & Schneider, 
1977;  Theisman,  1969;  Weyer,  1974).  For  example,  a hierarchical 
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Footnotes  (Continued) 

system  wherein  detailed  and  specific  features  of  perception  are 
nested  within  more  global  and  abstract  ones  In  generally  common  to 
the  models.  (This  should  not  be  construed  to  mean  that  differences 
do  not  exist  among  the  models.  Such  differences  are,  however, 
beyond  the  scope  of  this  report.) 

^Some  of  these  references  were  not  reported  as  climate  studies; 
however,  they  addressed  both  perceptual  agreement  and  a domain 
salient  to  climate  measurement  (e.g.,  perceptions  of  leadership). 

^Some  cognitive  social  learning  theories,  particularly  that  of 
Mischel's  (cf.  1973),  tend  to  treat  cognitive  representations  as 
(individualistic)  intervening  or  mediating  variables,  mediating 
between  situational  stimuli  and  behavior  (cf.  Bowers,  1973).  However, 
the  Interactional  models,  and  more  recent  papers  by  Mischel  (cf.  1977), 
emphasize  reciprocal  causation  between  individuals  and  their  environ- 
ments, where  the  individual  is  not  only  a mediator  but  also  an  active 
agent  in  influencing  situational  events.  As  explained  in  this  report, 
the  active  influence  of  the  individual  on  the  situation,  and  vice-versa, 
questions  the  utility  of  the  treatment  of  many  socially  important 
situational  attributes  as  if  they  were  stimuli  devoid  of  individual 
Influences,  and  the  role  of  the  individual  as  a passive  mediator 
(cf.  Bowers,  1973;  F-ndler  & Magnusson,  1976). 

It  is  also  Important  to  note  that  a number  of  salient  causal 
considerations  such  as  short-term  versus  long-term  causal  relation- 
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ships  (e.g.,  statlonarity  of  the  structural  models)  are  important, 
but  beyond  the  scope  of  this  report. 
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